2
('Urbanization accounted, coal areas avoided' scenario); and accounting for all 24 anthropogenic risks to habitat, and allowing conservation in oil, gas, or coal rich areas 25 ('All risks accounted' scenario). To compare conservation success and resiliency, the 26 impact of these risks were estimated using Monte Carlo simulations. The final cost of 27 each solution was then divided by the number of conservation targets met to determine a 28 return on investment. Additionally, the chinook, coho, and sockeye salmon are of particular importance to commercial Rich, high quality mineral deposits remain an untapped resource for the MSB, with the greatest 108 mining potential being rich coal deposits. Recent estimates from the Usibelli Corporation predict 109 an annual yield of 500,000-700,000 tons (approximately 453,000-635,000 metric tonnes) in coal 110 6 production spanning twelve years (Metiva & Hanson, 2008 (Hollander, 2014) , and two additional mine proposals target the same coal deposit.
113
As large mining operations remove mass from a drainage, groundwater flow paths, water quality, (Fig. 2a) . Anthropogenic risks to salmon habitat (Fig. 2b) combined with site-specific risks from mining and oil and gas development (Fig. 2c ). Schill and (Fig. 3a) . In the absence of landscape level risk, the Risk ignored scenario would meet 300 the defined 30% conservation targets for all five Pacific salmon species, at an estimated cost of 301 $45,000 (Fig. 4a) . However, when the predicted impact of anthropogenic activities was 302 simulated, the predicted loss of planning units suggests that the solution would only protect 1.67
303
[SD, 0.08] species (Fig. 4b) due to the number of planning units predicted to be impacted by (Fig. 4c) .
306
Under an Urbanization accounted, all extraction avoided scenario (Fig. 3b) , where risks 307 associated with urbanization are accounted for in the Marxan analysis but areas with fossil fuels 308 are unavailable for selection, 0 [SD 0.0] targets would be met (Fig. 4a) , at an estimated cost of 309 $98,000 (Fig. 4b) . The Urbanization accounted, all extraction avoided scenario would therefore 310 yield a return on investment of 0 [SD, 0.0] targets met per $10K spent (Fig. 4c) . Under an
311
Urbanization accounted, coal areas avoided scenario (Fig. 3c) , where risks associated with 312 urbanization are accounted for in the Marxan analysis but areas with rich in coal resources are 313 unavailable for selection, 0.97 [SD, 0.02] targets would be met (Fig. 4a) , at an estimated cost of 314 $113,000 (Fig. 4b) . The Urbanization accounted, coal areas avoided scenario would therefore 315 yield a return on investment of 0.085 [SD, 0.002] targets met per $10K spent (Fig. 4c) .
316
Following a simulation of landscape level risks, the All risks accounted scenario (Fig. 3d) (Fig. 4a) at an estimated cost of $58,000 318 (Fig. 4b) . The All risks accounted scenario is therefore predicted to yield the greatest return on 319 investment of 0.81 [SD, 0.009] targets met per $10K spent (Fig. 4c) . Additionally, risk 320 simulations were conducted for each scenario at 10%, 20% and 40% targets. At a 10% target all 321 scenarios performed best, reaching the greatest return on investments. However, as targets were 322 increased, the ability for each scenario to meet the targets decreased, and costs increased. The All 323 risks accounted scenario was the only scenario able to maintain the number of targets met after 324 risk was simulated onto the solution. However, increases in cost as targets increased, lead to 325 overall decreases in return on investment, even for the All risks accounted scenario (Fig. 5) .
326
Once targets reached 40%, both the Coal areas avoided, and All extraction avoided scenarios 327 missed targets for all species and return on investments dropped to 0. 
Discussion

330
With increasing anthropogenic stresses being placed on formally pristine habitats, it is critical to 331 investigate how risk of human encroachment should be incorporated into conservation planning 332 (Goudie & Viles, 2003) . Results from this study demonstrate that simply choosing to ignore 333 anthropogenic risk, and base conservation decisions solely on costs and species' distributions 334 represents a poor attitude towards risk as losses incurred prevent conservation targets being met.
335
In addition, simply choosing to avoid locations with containing potentially catastrophic threats 336 means that large portions on the landscape will be excluded, making conservation targets 337 impossible to meet. This was seen as targets increased from 30% to 40%, the Coal areas avoided 338 and All extraction avoided scenarios, all targets were missed. It is proposed that when making 339 conservation decisions, the best attitude towards risk appears to be a willingness to accept risk 340 (i.e. do not simply avoid potentially risky areas) but incorporate this risk into conservation 341 decisions (Hammill et al., 2016) . targets, compared to the other three scenarios. Though the All risks accounted scenario incurred 373 a greater upfront cost than the Risk ignored scenario, the All risks accounted scenario met more 374 targets and yielded the greatest return on investment than the other three scenarios tested.
375
Though the All risks accounted scenario was 29.8% more costly than the Risk ignorant scenario 376 at the 30% target, the return on investment for the All risks accounted scenario was twice as 377 large. By including potential anthropogenic risk factors, the All risks accounted scenario 378 identifies priority areas of increased resiliency compared to priority areas identified when risks 379 are ignored. As targets were increased from 10% to 40%, the All risks accounted scenario was Therefore, the spatial priorities identified within this study apply for both high and low spawning 
